Abstract: The present paper starts, in its analysis, with the attempt to identify possible connections between the mythical universe and Eugène Ionesco's play The Chairs. Noticing that the definition given to Ionesco's theatre as a theatre of the absurd is outdated and that alternative concepts, such as parabolic drama, are already being proposed, we examine Ionesco's theatricality from the perspective of the anti-theatre. Also, due to the fact that theatre is defined, by the representatives of political theatre, as ritual, we make a few considerations upon Ionesco's anti-theatre viewed as anti-ritual. Afterwards, evaluating the different definitions of the myth and concluding that its definition is still a work in progress, we seek to extract arguments in order to look into Ionesco's play from the point of view of the myth. Thus, we remark that a certain myth, underpinning the play, cannot be identified, but we have the possibility to identify and to argue that this play has a mythical horizon. At the same time, we take into consideration our personal experience with the performance of The Chairs that we put on stage, an experience that, also, constitutes a point of reference in our approach. Consequently, we suggest that references to a mythical horizon must be involved in the scenic interpretation of Eugène Ionesco's The Chairs.
Before proceeding to a detailed analysis of the meeting between theatre and myth, we will focus our attention, for a few moments, on a 'myth' that has been haunting the Western theatre especially in the second half of the XXth century, that is, on the existence of a so-called theatre of the absurd. As might be expected, the meaning conferred, in this case, to the term 'myth' is 'rumour'. Despite the fact that the top representatives of this so-called theatre of the absurd have rejected their inclusion among the creators of theatre of the absurd, like Beckett or Ionesco, it seems that, today, everyone knows what 'theatre of the absurd' is. The concept, launched by Martin Esslin, as Pereszlényi Gyula Márton 1 is known in the performance world, even if it has been challenged with solid arguments in the scientific world, apparently is still used with a sort of obstinacy. The controversial Esslinian concept, which, however, has become unacceptable nowadays, can no longer be saved claiming that the theatre plays, written in the second half of the last century, in Europe, were received with hostility and therefore a theoretical explanation was needed for the public to be able to consume this artistic act.
We really doubt that the so-called 'hostility' with which some of Ionesco's plays were received was due to the fact that they broke the dramatic rules in use at that time. Therefore, we consider Keir Elam's observation to be unfounded: "New and often loosely articulated secondary rules are constantly arising in the theatre, so that the audience may be aware of emerging patterns without being able to identify or formulate them. This was the case, for example, in the 1950's with the work of such dramatists as Beckett, Ionesco, Adamov and Pinter and the innovations in performance which their texts provoked. At first this work was greeted with hostility as an aberrant breaking of established dramatic rules. Only later, when certain (fairly loose) common characteristics had been discerned and a general name -'theatre of the absurd' -had been rightly or wrongly applied to the entire corpus in question, were audiences at large able to accept this mode of theatre." The public success of Ionesco's plays, for instance, was, probably, due rather to the fact that an increasing number of spectators had the opportunity to see the performances based on his plays or read them, enjoying, thus, the experience of coming directly into contact with the universe of these dramatic texts. The spectators and the readers didn't have preconceptions of how a theatre play should be structured, they had no idea of the strict rules of the scenic action.
The relevance we underline, within the parameters of the present paper, is that, in an empirical way, once the director and the actors are aware of the fact that they work with a text considered to belong to the theatre of the absurd, the interpretative pattern alters the intended meaning of the author. This phenomenon can be easily noticed with the performances based on Ionesco's plays. The playwright, himself, often, drew the directors' attention to the fact that the meanings of his plays were misinterpreted.
The popularity, even today, in 2017, of the Ionescian works is mainly based on the utterance of the words separated from the interpretative scenic context. And, we add that, from our point of view, to treat his plays as part of the theatre of the absurd places on the Ionescian orality undesirable melodramatic accents.
That is why we consider that any occasion should be used to publicly demolish this false myth. Or, if this is a very difficult target, we may try, at least, to refer to Eugène Ionesco without automatically labelling him as a playwright of the so-called theatre of the absurd. To support this idea, we mention Michael Y. Bennett's remarks: "I want to be clear here: when I reference the plays of the Theatre of the Absurd (or 'these plays'), I am referencing the plays that Esslin characterized as absurd. I argue that Esslin based his understanding of the plays he characterized as absurd on two significant misreadings: 1) Esslin mistranslates and miscontextualizes a quote by Eugène Ionesco, which Esslin uses to define the absurd, and 2) Esslin misread Albert Camus as an existentialist. As such, Esslin posits that the Theatre of the Absurd contemplates the 'metaphysical anguish of the absurdity of the human condition.' I will suggest, instead, that these texts, rather, revolt against existentialism and are ethical parables that force the audience to make life meaningful. Ultimately, I argue that the limiting thematic label of Theatre of the Absurd can be replaced with an alternative, more structural term, 'parabolic drama'." 3 Hence, the proposed alternative to replace the concept of theatre of the absurd with that of parabolic drama has some advantages. For example, an advantage would be that, from the point of view of the reception, the parable, even if it is accessible to everyone, has different degrees of understanding / perception, according to each individual's cultural horizon. We might say that Eugène Ionesco is aware of this fact if we take into account his programmatic refusal to explain his plays. Thus, the meeting with his dramatic texts may create for the reader or the spectator the sensation that they are in front of a riddle and not just in front of a play. Also, the understanding of his dramatic text as parabolic drama may be functional in the geometric sense of the term, as the geometric place of the points in a plane that have equal ratios towards the centre. Namely, in the interpretation of these plays we must identify the focal point and the fixed straight-line, as an immutable constant, to which all the component parts of the play are, conceptually, in a relatively equal mode, related to.
However, we believe that the effort of theoretical conceptualization is not definitive and that it might be continued. Nevertheless, we adopt, for the moment, in this context, the definition of the Ionescian dramatic text as parabolic drama. Still, we note that Ionesco focused not on the connotation of the dramatic text, drama, but on that of the speaking, oral text, and also on the positioning of the verbalization within the theatre performance contextuality.
From the perspective of the parabolic drama, we will try to look at Eugène Ionesco's The Chairs in an attempt to highlight the importance of reading this play in reference to the mythical universe. As a matter of course, the mythical content often takes forms of appropriate expression through a parable. However, we do not claim that The Chairs is a parable in the classical sense of the literary genre. It is not. But we may identify the reference to a pinpoint element to which all the other elements are related to equally. This focusing element is the absence. At the same time, this absence is installing itself, in a deceiving manner, on a horizon that we might call a mythical one. We are talking about the mythical absence of the exemplary characters.
Naturally, Ionesco took into consideration the mythical dimension: "We would need a mythical theatre: that would be universal." 4 The sense of universality is understood as that viability of revealing a human experience in which not only a group, but every human being may rediscover himself. We cannot say, with certainty, that Ionesco wrote The Chairs aiming to create a myth. But, with certainty, we may detect mythical scents in this play.
Relevant in the analysis we propose is that Ionesco defined himself and, at the same time, he has been defined, even with a slight emphasis, by his critics, as the author of anti-theatre: "I am for an anti-theatre…" 5 , Ionesco states, while Kenneth Tynan observes: "… a self-proclaimed advocate of antitheatre" 6 . Eugène Ionesco's anti-theatre must have been radically different from Rainer Werner Fassbinder's Anti-Theatre: "… Action Theatre was reorganised under his control as Anti-Theatre in 1968. Anti-Theatre was identified by the company as socialist theatre and Fassbinder's theatre work, from 1967 to 1974, was inspired and informed by the marxist political activism of the 1960's and 1970's." 7 It is obvious that what Ionesco has described as his anti-theatre is not a theatre of political activism.
However, if we do not limit ourselves in reading the Ionescian antitheatre as a synonym for the avant-garde, and consider his statement: "No society has been able to abolish human sadness, no political system can release us from the sufferance of living, from our fear of death, from our thirst for the absolute. It is human condition that governs the social condition, not vice versa" 8 , we may discover that his anti-theatre has unexpected implications. On December 19, 1982, in Rome, Living Theatre launches its Manifesto in which theatre is recognized as a ritual. Consequently, theatre is ritual, from the perspective of this theatrical manifesto. It would be logical to assume that, in this case, anti-theatre is anti-ritual. An anti-ritual because, unlike the revolutionary political theatre that identifies itself as a ritual, the only revolution to be taken into consideration is this: "Revolution consists in bringing about a change in mental attitudes." 9 We cannot state, with certainty, as Esslin did: "Ionesco stated his conviction that society itself formed one of the barriers between human beings, that the authentic community of man is wider than society" 10 , but it seems that the interactions between human beings become, for Ionesco, inevitably recurrent, as in The Rhinoceros, more and more unbalanced and disharmonious. What is actually the Ionescian rhinoceros other than a mental attitude? A mental attitude which, once assumed, leads to an organic fracture of the ritual of rhinocerization.
Nevertheless, if we come to the conclusion that the Ionescian antitheatre draws anti-ritualic outlines, isn't it possible to assume, from the start, that it also has an anti-mythic dimension? And then any discussion about the myth related to the Ionescian plays is null. Probably. Still, we proceed in our analysis taking into consideration the following observation: "Mythology can exist with or without ritual; ritual has even been found in some cultures without an extensive mythology." 11 If, in the case of Ionesco, mythology works in the absence of the ritual, we can, for the beginning, make the following remark: taking into account Ionesco's propensity for farce, playing and irony, in all their forms, The Chairs Prentice-Hall, 1988, p. 4 can be examined as a Ionescian reaction to Albert Camus' Myth of Sisyphus. A reaction, a derision at the seriousness that makes Camus look for a causal relationship between the sense of the absurdity of the human existence and suicide. The Old Man and the Old Woman in The Chairs plunge into the water from the top of the tower because any attempt to introduce intelligibility into the social relationships they have experienced is doomed to fail.
At the beginning of his book, Camus argues that: "The subject of this essay is precisely this relationship between the absurd and suicide, the exact degree to which suicide is a solution to the absurd. It can be established, as a principle, that the actions of a man who does not cheat must be governed by what he believes to be the truth. The belief in the absurdity of the existence must then dictate his conduct. It is legitimate to wonder, clearly and without false pathos, whether a conclusion of this importance requires a prompt abandonment of an incomprehensible condition. I am speaking, of course, of men willing to be in harmony with themselves."
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The harmony of the individual with himself cannot be attained in the social reality, seems to observe Ionesco, unlike Camus, because society, as a world, expands itself into the human psychism. Any individual's attempt to harmonize with himself without trying to harmonize with the other is an unrealistic goal and generates, from the perspective of Ionesco, only a Homeric laughter. On the other hand, when we talk about pathos, nothing can be falser than the belief that we can avoid the falsity of patheticism. A falsely but consciously assumed patheticism cures us of the illusion that we are able not to deceive ourselves while we are always seeking to deceive others; or not to deceive ourselves when we deceive others, or not to deceive others when we realize that we deceived ourselves. For Ionesco, the fact that we carry an absurd existence is not an excuse for suicide. It is a reason for the celebration of existence. The joy of laughing at their own limits makes the two elders in The Chairs often forget that they promised to throw themselves into the waves at the end of the play. That is why, if they choose to depart their life, they do it to keep their word, and not because the absurdity of their existence makes them still suffer. The distance between the existence they dreamed of and their actual existence makes them keep their word. It seems that, in their childish dream, a paradise on earth had been promised to them but no one kept this promise. As revenge, the two elders in The Chairs choose to keep their word. It's absolutely risible. It's a hoax. It's Ionesco. Ionesco, really Ionesco, who, in this respect, demystifies the Camusian myth of Sisyphus. But any demystification is susceptible to be a reconstruction of myth, a new myth installed on the ruins of the old one. And, then, before we proceed to a description of a supposed new myth established by Ionesco in his play The Chairs, we will focus our attention on possible definitions of the myth.
Often, many of us are willing to engage ourselves in describing a myth or another, but most of the time we are not aware that what we have described is anything but a myth. In fact, the mythical references are always elusive. "There are not theories of myth itself, for there is no discipline of myth in itself. […] There is no study of myth as myth."
13 And yet, in the absence of a universally accepted definition, we find ourselves in front of a long series of definitions that, sometimes, in tempestuous logical leaps, seem to evoke the same meaning in a variety of formulations, and, thus, we have to do with: "… universalistic theories like those of the nineteenth-century nature-myth school (all myths are allegories of natural processes), or of Andrew Lang (they are primarily aetiological), or Malinowski (they are not aetiological, but are confirmations or 'charters' of social facts and beliefs), or Jane Harrison developing Robertson Smith and J. G. Frazer (all myths arise out of the misunderstanding of rituals), or Freud (they are reflections of unconscious fears and desires, as are dreams), or Kluckhohn developing Freud and Durkheim (they are parallel to rituals as 'adjustive responses' to anxiety), or Jung (they are expressions of collective unconscious and are determined by archetipal patterns of thought and symbol), or Ernst Cassirer (they are excited responses to special aspects of the world), or Readcliffe-Brown developing Malinowski (they are mechanisms of the social order), or Lévi-Strauss (all myths reproduce a commun structure of mind and society), or Eliade developing Malinowski (their function is temporarily to reinstate the creative past), or V. W. Turner developing Durkheim and van Gennep (myths achieve a liberating restructuring of normal life)." 14 Consequently, observing "… the malleability of myth" 15 , we can note that the myth seems to be a concept in full process of definition, nowadays, as it is evident that it has not reached a final definition. To support this remark, we mention Andrew von Hendy who notices that the myth is taken into account by the intellectual world relatively recently from a historical viewpoint: "The linguistic shift from 'fable' to 'myth' in the 1760's marks, then, the outbreak of a revolution in Western conception of fantasy and storytelling in some ways comparable, as the poets were quick to note, to the contemporary political revolutions in America and France." 16 However, we may treat myth also from the following perspective: "'Mythology' is not a body of stories, but the scholary science of allegorically reading; 'to mythologize' means, not to invent or relay a mythos, but to engage in that kind of interpretative practice" 17 , and, thus, resume ourselves to an analysis of the play The Chairs and easily demonstrate the existence of mythical references in this text. On the other hand, we could also refer to another observation: "When we realize that the myth is the plot of the δρώμενον we no longer wonder that the plot of a drama is called its 'myth '" 18 , where the term δρώμενον is, probably, understood as 'event' or 'action', and, in this case, we concentrate on an analysis of the interweaving of the actions found in the play and understand myth as a semantic interpretation. 14 Thus, we might trap ourselves in an interpretative scheme not being able to translate into the scenic context the cues of the play, losing in interpretation the reference to the fact that: "It takes many gestures, almost a pantomime, lights, sound, moving objects, doors that open and close and open again to create this void so that it grows and erodes everything: you cannot create absence but through opposition to presence. And all these would not harm the movement, all the dynamic objects are the movement of the play itself…"
19 Because The Chairs creates a problem of scenic interpretation that basically consists in integrating the spoken words in: "The compact crowd of those who do not exist [and who] must obtain an entirely objective existence." 20 This allusion to 'the crowd of those who do not exist', to the 'presence of absence', in The Chairs, makes reference to the mythical tools of structuring the perceptions.
All the same, the horizon of the myth is not just a "subjective and arbitrary of our minds" 21 creation, but it is a sharing of "our minds […] not of my mind."
22 And unlike Lévi-Strauss, about whom Jonathan Culler states that he "is trying to teach himself and his readers a language of myth, which as yet has no native speakers" 23 , Ionesco discovers himself in the following hypostasis: "I think I invent a language and I realize that it is spoken by everybody." 24 However, this language seems to be understood by everyone just to the extent that no one else except the Orator speaks it. The paradoxical phase of ambiguity is probably due to the fact that "All linguistic denotation is essentially ambiguous -and in this ambiguity, this 'paronymia' of words, lies the source of all myths." 25 19 Ionesco Eugène, 1992, p. 199 Publications, 1953, p. 4 And yet, does Ionesco's The Chairs have the flavour of the myth just for the simple fact that it is written in a way full of ambiguities? Undoubtedly, the answer is no. Nevertheless, the contingency with the myth also lists other aspects of this play. For example, if we take into account the following statement: "Mythology teaches you what's behind literature and the arts, it teaches you about your own life" 26 , we find that there is a great possibility for The Chairs to generate the same effect in the spectator. Evidently, not automatically, but when reading the text. In order to get here, it is necessary to contextualize the language in a, let's say, machine of existence in the world. Which reminds of the following assertion: "We admit that language necessarily reacts on thought, and we see in this reaction, in this refraction of the ray of language, the real solution of the old riddle of mythology." 27 This mythical horizon to which we relate consists of various cultural horizons.
Let's take, for example, the following cue: "Ne te penche pas, tu pourrais tomber dans l'eau. Tu sais ce qui est arrivé à François 1er." 28 The contiguity of these two sentences could make us believe that François 1er fell into the water. Thus, we relate to an absurd horizon. This happened to François 1er: he fell into the water and got wet. After he got wet, either he got out of the water and dried, or drowned. We are still on an absurd horizon. There is nothing mythical about this reading. But if we take into consideration the history of France, we find out that, during the French Revolution, the tomb of François 1er had been profaned and his earthly remains were thrown into the latrine.
Here we find ourselves on a different horizon from the absurd. If we are not a French citizen who has learned during schooling about this event, or a historian, but a mere spectator, this reference is very likely to be lacking from our cultural baggage. If the cue will not be accompanied by gesture and will be said as such, we will focus only on the meaning of the words. However, if the cue is accompanied by a series of gestures of drying the wet clothes, the face, and, eventually, a slight and stylish nose grip with two fingers, then the spectator's attention will focus on these two levels of communication. From their intertwining, even if we do not communicate that François 1er of France has somehow become acquainted with a latrine, the spectator will have access to a conceptual situation that leaves the absurd dimension, receiving the reference to a horizon of understanding that becomes explicit. This explanation becomes paradoxical, as a correct answer to a riddle that, in order to be formulated, needs to be centred on both the deictic level of communication, and the substance of communication. In this sense, we may note that The Chairs seems to take into account the fact that: "Herein lies the basic paradox of myth: the paradox of the dual focus." 29 Nonetheless, The Chairs cannot be thoroughly a mythical play because we notice the presence, in the text, of references to a myriad of fragments of myths, known but detached from the context, and also lacking a reconfiguration in a new homogeneous mythical context, but Ionesco, probably, could not refrain himself to play with the myth. At the same time, The Chairs cannot be a real anti-mythic play because it does not entirely reject the dimension of the myth presence viewed as the thinking of the primitive who is lying beneath the successive silk layers of the declarative acts of civilization. The subtle suggestion of treating the presence of the two characters, The Old Man and The Old Woman, seems to awaken, in the spectator, the feeling that the two are heroes. And, yet, they are not. That is, we cannot say, for sure, that they are. Then they are two anti-heroes. But that we cannot say with certainty either. Probably they would like to be heroes, but appear to be two common characters. The Ionescian writing skillfully leads us on the thin edge that separates the hero from anti-hero.
Sometimes, in some temporal fragments, they are heroes, and in other temporal fragments, they are anti-heroes. Why is it important to determine 29 Campbell Joseph, The Hero with a Thousand Faces, Novano: New World Library, 2008, p. 246 this? Because, according to the observation cited by Mircea Eliade from H. Munro Chadwick and Nora K. Chadwick, the myth is the last stage of becoming a hero.
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On the other hand, The Chairs takes place during a one-day social event at which the prominent people of society are present to celebrate the two elders. But these pillars of society are present in their absence. The evening ends in a triumph. If this is the paradigm in which the play must be read, then we should refer to the following observation: "… men who are participating in great social movements always picture their coming action in the form of images of battle in which their cause is certain to triumph. I proposed to give the name of 'myths' to these constructions, knowledge of which is so important for historians." 31 Doesn't the moment of triumph determine the passage from a low social state to a superior social state? In principle, it should, as Victor Turner points out: "The passage from one social status to another is often accompanied by a parallel passage in space, a geographic movement from one place to another." 32 Can we recognize this 'geographic' movement at the end of the play? Can the moment when the elders fall into the waves be such a geographic movement? In this case, the Ionescian irony is really ferocious.
Taking into account the pseudo-biographical speeches of the two Ionescian characters, we can identify their intention to summon both the spectators and the absent characters, an intention reinforced by 'hiring' an orator for this event where guests, spectators and those absent are expected to become the ones who "… witness the metamorphosis of a historical figure into a mythical hero. Still, according to the Ionescian comic irony and cruelty, is there someone really a historical figure? Can someone be a historical figure for himself and not just for the others? And, then, can our common figures be capable of progressing to the stage of mythical figures, since between these two shores, the common figure and the mythical figure, is weaved only a frail dream, like a bridge that inevitably collapses under our weight when we try to pass it; a historical figure which can be testified only by the others? But the others can lie.
Thus, we may say that, in The Chairs, the distance between expression and meaning is no longer a reference, it becomes useless, but not because there is no distance between expression and meaning, but because, despite any expressive flexion, despite the elaborate play between expression and meaning, the meaning remains an inflexible equilibrium of the parts that constitute the expression. The proportions of expressive unity are immutable. This can be considered the mythical aspect of Ionescian writing.
In 1993, I directed this play, at first as a semester exam during my studies. The student work has become a performance which was played until 1995. Looking backwards, I can say, today, that I find myself in the situation of being guilty of 'directorial pride' 34 as Ionesco put it. However, in the attempt to understand the text before directing it, and taking into consideration the author's suggestions, I discovered together with the actors who played the two central characters of the play, and about whom it was stated: "Diana Cozma and Adrian Matioc play big-time roles"
35 , that, in The Chairs, there is a harmonious balance of the spectacular parts, which is preserved from one representation to another, no matter the conditions imposed by a fixed scenery or fixed scenic movement scheme. The impression created on the spectators is relatively identical despite the changes from one performance to another. 34 vezi Ionesco Eugène, 1992, p. 198 35 Afrim Radu, Cu Scaunele la spinare, revista Dilema nr. 6, București, 1994, our translation Due to an error we discovered that in The Chairs we can discuss about a mythical horizon, and not about a fixed ritual structure. So, after identifying, together with the two actors, the key subnarratives in the play, and many of the cultural references (we were not able to identify them all) the scenic expression could differ from one representation to another according to the playing space.
It was a performance in which the actors' play adapted to the playing space that changed according to the venue where the performance took place. The cast also included Ioan Isaiu as the Orator. But even the role of the Orator has undergone changes, sometimes being interpreted by a flautist, other times being interpreted by a chorus of Orators, characters whose appearances were identical in form, a choir led by a so-called Chief Orator. What we want to emphasize is that these intended changes, a non-definitive stage-direction, in a continuous motion, have been observed: "… the changes that occur at each performance…" 36 , or "… the redimension of stage direction…" 37 , but the variations did not affect the vision because the para-mythic balances, built by Ionesco, made the performance have an identical impact on the spectators who practically attended different performances. The direction was not only at the level of the scenic images, but focused on identifying the relations of proportionality between the parts of the whole. Osvaldo Guerrieri was the critic who noticed that: "… i due vecchi sono giovanissimi e, anziché scambiarsi vezzeggiativi, si affrontano con una violenza da duellanti. I passaggi canonici di Ionesco sono rispettati, ma la tenerezza che intride l'assurdo della situazione è vòlta in barbaro agonismo, con una forza espressiva a volte sconvolgente."
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In conclusion, we affirm that in Eugène Ionesco's The Chairs there cannot be identified a myth, but a mythical horizon that provides the spectator 36 Pavel Laura, Eugenionește, revista Apostrof nr. 7, Cluj, 1994, our translation 37 Afrim Radu, op. cit., our translation 38 Guerrieri Osvaldo, Uno Ionesco tutto muscoli: Via le tenerezze, resta un duello, La Stampa 23 Marzo, Torino, 1994, our translation: "… the two old beings are very young and, instead of caressing each other, they confront with a duelist's violence. The canonical passages of Ionesco are respected, but the tenderness that softens the absurdity of the situation is pushed into a barbarous competition, with an expressive force, sometimes, overwhelming."
